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Item 19 cont.

Finally, the ABF concept is analyzed to determine its operational viability.

Deployability, sustainability, flexibility, and command and control provide 
the four

criteria for analysis.
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AiR BATILE FORGE: AIR FORCE SUPPORT FOR GO14TIN EN,Y

Q P E RAT 0 ONS-

I N1 RODU , 1 ON

We are iiving" in a time oi great politiLd kh

The claim that the Cold War- is over *.s gaining ]uor&,

support with eaich passing week. East Grmany iiis h .1

theit- f Lrs-; democratia elections, the Soviet:s have.

begun to pull troops out of Czechoslovakia, and

Lithuania has voted for independ-nce from the USDR.

There is a growing perception in Europe and the United

States that the Soviet threat has significantly

di min i hed.

i1 this is true, we in the military must re:-ix-mi ni-i

ou role in U.S. defense as policy guidance ,hange-.

The reduction in the Soviet threat could easily ptac:.

greatex emphasis on regional threat.s. The., re g i.o no.

Lii eat issue that has r oeived the inu,- t puni ci r.;

late ty L:o the (1.5[. r ore fin (2')tjt in-geny upera['t on '_,

JU-st CauLie IAi Palaia . AS the 0 "- t'' t-l [1 ) H:,
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coti.Ltnue to e_±e, and ithe probability of 3ignificAnt

U. I fx e i educt ion becomes tinre ;er rain, the n i , itI y

mustL picin for the increased . ikel.hood of pat Lic ipcat ion

ini contingency operations.

This monograph is primar'iLy c oncerned with the

application of airpower, particularly the Air Forue

portion of airpower, in peacetime contingency

operations. These contingency operations are _

... "politi Cally sensitive military actLvitie: tiurnlm,-i

characte-ized by short-term, rapid projection or

enip -.oynment of forc(es in cond I, iton' shor t; of w "r."I

Peacetime contingency operations is one of the iuur L.uw

Intensity Conflict (LIC) operational categorie:,.4 1 Th-

Air Force is trying to better define its role ill tnese

operat ions. In particular, the Air Force is looking -at

the concept of a single unit, trained and equipped Witr,

. -evera' different types of aircraft for respon.e to

crises situations worldwide. This notional unit iS

called an Air Battle Force (ABF).3 The purpose Of thi-s

monograph is to determine if operational ,_'Lnideratiin-_s

of apI) I y .I a i -power in ot Igenc-y opel',tii , .s wA rI*in:.

the eNtbl i_,hnent oi an Air Fattle orce.

As a sIta rI .ri point, th-2e monog'aph will. exati, ne

t~_ t~ro i t i ona Irole tot the m I itary instumerit. o
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power as it, applies to war in general and to

contingency operations in part. Lular. it w iL tie.n

eval nate the acc:ompl ishments oL a similar unit, known

as the Composite Air Strike Force (CASP), whi h .xisued

ill the late 1950' n. This evaluation, along with a ioK

at today's changing environluent, will lead to an

analysis ot the ABF being c;ontemplated by the Ali

F-orce. The ABF concept will be examined against the

criteria of deployability, sustainability, flexibility,

and comnmand and control.

THEORY AND DOCTRINE

The reason for war is always for political

objectives. War, therefore, is an act of

policy. 4

The use of the military as an instrument oi

national power is evidenced throughout modern hi!story.

Nations establish national security objectives baseci on

national interests. Within the U.S., a policy is then

developed for applying each element of national power

to ichieve national objectives. These elements ire

detined as diplomatic and iniormational, economic, ,jin

mil [tary.5 These differ s lightly from the tive

eleifentsn of natioLnal power studied at the kcomnld AIId
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Ge,ex al 3taif Coll ee of political, economic, miitary,

geographic, and national will. H[ere, politic-al And

national will are contained in diplomacy and

it[formVLional. Geographic is not considered

separately, but is an influencing factor in ail the

others. Once the policies are established for each of

the elements of national power, they are combined to

form a strategy for a particular area. 6

Military strategy, as one component of the overall

strategy for the region, will become predominant Lit

time of general war. The role of military str-te-_y, as

described by B. H. Liddell Hart, is "the art of

distributing and applying military means to fulfill the

ends of policy."7 Likewise, Clausewitz clearly

establishes the relationship between (national) policy

and the miiitary as an instrument of power" in war:

The political objective - the riginat motive

ft)x the war - will thus determine both

military objectives to be reached and the

niount of effort it requires.,3

However, we mnist establislh some re lationsh ip

between the war described by Clausewitz and "war" in

terms otl a contingency operat ion to hi ing it in 1 ille

with the object of this paper. Glausewitz'. war tiiat
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Lends toward the absolute seemns we IL be-yond the

"peaceltimue" contingency op',erationi or peaceike-pii. rioiu

where the introduction of force may be merely ruL "shniow

the i1lag" or a show ofl resolve. However, the peacelul

objectives of the use of militar-y power er-e (Io C1011

alter -the lini~age between national policy and military

s tr at e gy.

The political object is the goal, war is -.ht

means of reaching it, and means can never be

considered in isolation irom their purpos.S-.

ODn tne other hand, the les-s intense t~he

motive (pcolitic_.al object), the less will tfne

militar-y element' sm natur-al Itendency to

violence coinicide with political objectives.

As a result, war will be driven further from

its natural course, the political object will

be mure And mnure at variance with the -tim of

idfzal war deEstruction of the enemny force)

and the conflict will seem icesnl

political in character. 10

When war i-c limited or the UYPi icat ion Of LC)C.e

li mi ted by the nature of the cont inrgency, this ipr 001cm

Ol a 'ile1 exaggordted. By def in ir ioa, cnvine

operations- are ''short., no-notice, operations (wrii_)

potetntiatily include a wide varie-ty or. titi~litarv

,actiLvities_ (with) s-pecific, limited objectivets" cAnO art-

Page



cJ a cc-Ac L,-*z i -c:±dlby -i-oi t d .is i on yc. lle-s i i b

havi cn nec e11Lio~,a rn .I l ' iw

tevuii Ing 1 iffi ed cobjectives-:. Here, e!ZpeC i. v , ?,ie

Pt'ifiIet y Ol PCub tl'2aI -,ontrol uv-. : i-he- Iltit ck t y Irnu:,I,

relftIfl Ho irtul iwever- tis type (A (,unti ii-c

C0tIntains resist~ance to the natural tenudency ol war.,

Thle I inlk bHtweenl CauSe anid ef fect oi using mi ILtary

oretO ac hpol it iCal Ohi cot Ves- becomUles Vacje'Lt-

wneon the- politic-al object ive is to "inh luence r-athler

ddt dL r ()y ." L 2

in Limited contlict, "when mnilitary policy," c~iid

straegylack the (juideposts of limbtted undC dttL- ,ioJCi-

objecL~ivt~- -ihlO be,,come, in etiect, ends in themse-lves,

they ceas~~oe tol be controll!able anLrd predictable

i11S L I'U Me nts SL0i n 1t io0ndAi Po01i Cy.I However, -Clia- L (:!w it

--aul ions against limuited policy objcot byes in war 1Lv

mta~luii. ogLar "if policy is directed on- . y tociwar I

nhluor j-bj ect. ivfe-s, the e--mot1005 ot the will- WIL i

little stirred and they will have to be stimuiaueu

rather than held bick."14 Thus, the limited nature ot

contIngency opt-r~ti~ons causes some(- sign iticant

pli. I 1'2-m i tar y problHins.

Thes-e p beswillI, hupefuliv, ht- esoit- e[V(.Ium ink,.

plIa nI 11LII-' , .I iAL f lm s i n K U . 3. J)L .;Ly lito i- mILiif

Pa~rge t.



objectives in contingency operations normally comes

during the Joint Operation Planning System (JUPj)

Crisis Action Planning (CAP) process. Crisis is

delined as:

... a sequence of interactions between the

governments of two or more sovereign states

in severe conflict short of actual war, but

involving the perception of a dangerously

high probability of war. 15

The CAP is a phased planning process that allows the

military and Defense agencies to develop, recommend,

and implement National Command Authority (NCA)

decisions. 16

In response to worldwid national security

interests, the U.S. has sought to develop a strong,

rapid-response conventional £orce tor military response

in crises situations. The force must be credible and

the nation must have the politicai resolve to apply

this force relative to our national interests. 17

If military power must be applied, the subset of

airpower would play a critical role. The U.S.

recognizes that "the capability of air fnrces to a ploy

rapidly in crises adds to our ability to bring

effective military power to bear in distant regiuns in

cont Lngencies. "13 A ditferent level ot qommitlment and
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resolve c-an be pruj ected based on the type of iorc,-

deployed into an area. The level of commitment and

visibility of air forces generally falls between that

of ground and naval forces. 19

Four political purposes gained from military force

repiesented by air-power in contingency operations are

to send a signal, to show support for a partic ular

nation, to deter an action by a nation, or to compet a

nation to modify its actions.20 Signaling a U.S.

pcsition can be done by such actions as increased alert

status and will probably not involve a deployment of

aircraft. Support for a nation can be shown through

signaling or may involve some type of deployment.

Military assistance is a common means of showing

support for a nation, but actual U.S. force deployment

should not be ruled out. In order to actually detey an

action, a credible force must exist. Therefore, the

probability of depolyment is much higher to achieve

this objective.

Two of the characteristics of airpower,

liexibility and r'sponsiveness, are valuabA.t in

achieving ceterrence.21 Force will generally bte needed

to compel a nation to modify its actions. Analy:si. ho.z

s-own that in U. S. torce employment short oi war, the
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greatest success rate has been achieved when tryinm, to

reinfor'ce a particular behavior with the appi icatou or

minimum force levels.22

The strongest contribution of Clausewitz ro

military theory - that war is an instrument

of policy whose only purpose is to a-hieve a

political objective -- is least undel ,ood in

the American military tradition. The.

American warrior isolates war from poiiy

(and)- pursues war as a crusade in a strat-y

of annihilation too little related to tns

peact- wnich must foliow.23

Developing a clear idea of the "peace which mu=.-t

ioiiow" is particularly difticult with time and iorct-

level restrictions common in (contingency op(rations .

jie e, .Iindbased) tactical airpower offers some unicut-

charateristics that will help. Speei anu rngtne .are

two oi the characteristics that translate into

responsiveriess.24 With aeria L te ueling, eiemen t; of

tactical airpower can deploy in response to a or Lei_

. t iat ion anywhere in the w'-r-ld in as iittl#_ 1 -

i ot ty -ei ht hours. 13 Once deoioe ., t LClA.iiai I L:

tile Lonunaner ,rea1 fie:<i ii ty t, .Oj)0U1 t D)t ,;

u bje r , t yev s (,lnx oueii I t- ea tea iisiL:r~ one U I] uIv I-ar eAjI

air int.erdi.on, .:lose air support. special
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operations, airlift, aerospace surveillance and

reconnaissance, and aerospace maritime operation. 2&

EARLY CONCEPT OF AIRPOWER IN A CONTINGENCY ROLE

With the U.S. still heavily involved in World War

ii, in April 1943, a study was conducted by Brigadier

General 0. A. Anderson, Assistant Chief of Staff Plans,

to look at postwar force requirements for the Army Air

Corps. He envisioned a highly mobile, "international

military force" consisting mostly of air to responi ,o

situations around the world. He concluded tnat

mobility would come from air, with "surface forces" to

provide security and logistics support and temporary

garrison capability. The purpose of this force would

be to deter aggression, and its main offensive weap.i,

was to be the heavy bomber.27 This was neither a new

concept or a new weapon of choice for the Air Force,

who was then presenting strategic bombardment as a

means of winning the war in Europe. However, one

o ut;:me of the study di d ftrete1l an issue hit. s lt 1

persists tocaay. General Anderson' n work cau.se iim tc,

take the first serious iook at. the basing reqtiut it-

that would be needed for the pontwar peacekeepi nz,

p}i, e L .



oi)r. -,e . 1(- L Wi.1 1) be(V vi d ten-t i a L -. in1 t 0, eA 11A i~ - trIAT

this is still an issue:: of primary concern for,

proJ ectingt lancdbised a irpower.

Ten years later, ini the aftermata of thf7 iKor eun

Conflict, Pretnident Ei: enhow(er issued NSG 62 wrii _n

resulted in the pol icy of containment with nukclear

weapons lorming the basis of military srty. 9 in

re~zpoise, the Joint Chiefs ot Staff (JCS)~ ad vanlced t h-

Sequ1oia rPlan. it proposed a reductioni in 1forWardl

dep Loyed convent Lonal forces and a "rtmobi Le_ :-strateg L.

reser ve" i n the U. S. composed pr linaii y oi A ir-1 ur (_f

t ti L eg L k oonibe rs. 3'01ater~, p L(kil 1-1g Lnftne titlie

lrlssv~retaiiatiori," this niew miiitary ~tae~wa -,

i utefnded ti) dezer nuicar aggres- ion bjy th11rimui L

wol ici. 'Fhe Composite Air StriKe For.e (uA_-L. wcAn

c-reated iii e"-arly 19~ within the t rimewor of rAI

st-rategy to res_,pond to tne increased n.rat i

communist aggression outside the Sovie._t Union. .31 ThL ie

G ASP would deter a small war just as Strategic Air

CcJjnmnd~~ would deter a maji or, war. 312

inrtegral t O th is idea of dttter r in 11, -,]LAi IwIr S W,_-

tlt h _(I)n-ur rrLnt. thiough t th(u tAct-V. 1. A Iro e r e 0i

wojula b" uea As, a nui ial part of ,ni t~i yO~j12

ih(- (A21 wa:- It he (~a it (it-r 1. L' VPtr I ng I HteSe -w A )o 11,-



Fhus, the three tactors leading to thie devidlourn[-t di

the CASF were the policy oi "massive retaliaicl," Itm-

idea of "1imited war" resulting Irum the KoreAn War,

and the newly developed capability to deliver smakl

atomic bombs by fighter aircraft.3.3 It was biLiev._d

that: "With this capability to move strike unit.

thou:ands of miles in a matter of hours, the Uulitc-a

States could, for a relative minor investment. ncJ i a

small force in readiness at a central location .and

cover the trouble spots oi tne wor pi, rather tiari

attempt to station and support expen.sive Lurces

throughout the various areas. "34

Reliance on nuclear at the expense ct convent .u.[

iorces under the Eisenhower Administration wa,- i-rwey

a uud/el. iry (.ounsi~deration. tS4vi ng mohney wt:s AW.. ,

ia,=rtur in the creation otf the CASE1 and wili

a t~lf can lylHact on the cret ocp;o

.tuied by the Aii Force.

Fuluowing ipproval in March Wh , the iWth Air

Force was created at; Foster Air i Boroe iose, Texa, ,.

plannir neadquarter-, to "pian ror, deplov, _ijli

ox" !',- ac opel-ar, id I : out -ol of or)tp _a . Le a I I .o.. .Ura L

forces in any area of the world wrire lo,-ai war inLL!riz

page_ 12



occur. '5 The official mIission of the N ineteen.h Air

Force was to:

... provide Tactical Air Command with a

specialized and highly versatile corunard

element capable of: Deploying with

appropr Laute tactical forces for c;ombar. actLou

to any area of the world, assuming

operational control of units attached by

Commander, Tactical Air Command, for

participation in exercises, maneuvers, and

other operations as required. The attacned

units nmy include tactical bombardinent,

r.ghter--bomOer, lighter-day, air refueling,

tactiCai ijsLilH_, combat airlift,

reconnaissance, and assoc Lated coritr fui And

(;cornmunic-ations and support unlit.s. 36

Significantly, the Nineteenth Air Force owneo ti

aircraft, but was primarily a planntin, staff that wouid

cieploy with the CASF units, it was a subordinate unit.

cJr Ninth Alr Force, with a back-up statl capabiiity a.

Twelrth Air Force. This _miall staff contained only

about 100 people. (See figure 1. ) rhere were P-5

otficers in plans and operations while the remaindler

-ierved in logi.-ttcs, intelligen(e, coimmunicatiot1i,, ari

,Adninistration. The concept of operations for tne (.A_-;I

1. fliu ued three phadsef: noti iation of. desi.gnated

tifi its, movement to the coif I itt area, and :cjndu,:" t (At

opeza t. ions in the conft I ict area. 87 F()ur days at t-r

" *---- -.mm nlunnmmlun ipageNI ln I



notification the CASF would be mission capabie in th

deployed location.38 During the final phase, the

Nineteenth Air Force comnnder would function an the

air component coxmuinder of a joint task force or as thet

Theater Air Comander.39

During the early years of the CASF, emphasis waz

placed on operational and logistics planning and

concept and capabilities testing.40 The first test of

the concept was conducted in September 1956 when a

deployment was made from the U.S. uo Europe !n hxerxi-,

Mobile Baker-. A token CASF ot abouL three squndruna df

aircraft and support equipment deployed using a

combinatitn of air refueling and "island hopping."41

Following three years of planning and training,

the t rue concept test came in July 19 08, when tensions

in the Middle East ignited into crisis. A year

earlier, President Camille Chamoun of Lebanon had been

the only head of state in the Middle East to ascribe to

the new "Eisenhower Doctrine" offering military and

economic assistance to help any country resist

commnuni.sit aggression. As his government weakened and

tried to maintain order, he mentioned to the U.S.

Ambassador that he may need U.S. he Lp. When King,

Faisal and Grown Prince Abdul Illah of pro-Western iaq

page 4
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Figure 1: The Tactical Air Command

Composite Air Strike Force 4 2
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were assassinated on 14 July, President Cnamoun

iiamedi.ate].y asked for U.S. military intervention,

concerned that he would be the next Middle Eastern

leader to fall. He insisted that help arrive within

forty-eight hours. 44

On 15 July 1958, CASF Bravo received a deployment

order from Tactical Air Command, in response to the

worsening situation in the Middle East. A force

consisting of the command element, fighter,

fighter-bomber, bomber, tanker, transport, and

rec..onnaissance supported by command, control and

warning aircraft was ordered to deploy to Inciriik Air

Base near Adana Turkey.45 (See map at figure 2.)

Lebanon's request for help from the U.S. on 14

.July was unexpected. In response, President Eisenhower

directed a Marine amphibious assault at 0900 Eastern

Daylight Time (1500 Beirut time) on the 15th. Early )n

the 15th he informed Congress of his decision stating

that:

United States forces are being sent to

Lebanon to protect American lives and by

their presence to assist the Government of

Lebanon in the preservation of Lebanon'.s

territorial integrity and independence, wnich

have been deemed vital to United States

national interests and world peace.46
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Air support for the operations in Lebanon could

come from three possible sources. First, and the

primary option, was the CASF, which had been designeci

for this purpose. Second, tactical air assets could be

sent from United States Air Forces Europe (USAFE).

These forces could hopefully be there in less time

because of the shorter deployment distance, but their

commitment would reduce the forces in Europe. The

third possibility was to get air from either or both of

the two Navy carriers operating in the Mediterranean,

the Essex and/or the Saratoga. However, no Air Force

aircraft could respond in time to support the short

notice amphibious operations. In addition, aircraft

from the Essex would have to be sent ahead of the

c arrier to stage off land until the carrier arrived in

the area of operations. Even then Navy airc1 ft woui(i

not arrive until two hours after the Marine ianding.4','

The objective in Lebanon was to support and assist

the government of Lebanon in maintaining or restoring

order.48 Early military objectives of the amphibious,

operation were to secure the airfield and port oi

Beirut, and the air was to provide transport, air

superiority, close air support (CAS), and

reconnaissance. 49 In order to analyze how well tint air
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pOr ion ot the c:peration accomplished its iLmited

operational objectives, I will break down the operation

into its three phases according to the original CAL F

concept of operations and then look at lessons learned.

Beginning with the notification phase, Tactical

Air Command received word of deployment around midnignt

on the 14th of July, but due to the planned Marine

landing, was directed to hold the information "closes"

so it would not compromise the amphibious operation. 50

With these instructions, TAG did not immediately notity

CASF participating units.

During the movement phase, two CASF designated

F-iOO squadrons, located at Cannon Air Force i3ase, New

Mexico, were unable to make their necessary night

takeoffs due to restrictions from runway repairs.5i

Night takeoffs were required to meet air refueling and

arrival times into Adana, Turkey. Therefore, around

0900 (Eastern Daylight Time) on the 15 of July, as the

Martnes were landing in Lebanon, two "alternate"

squadrons of F-lOOs from Shaw Air Force Base, South

Carolina were substituted. All Air Forrte aircraft,

except some from USAFE that were added to the

deployment departed on 15 July.52 The arrival

sequence, including the arrival of Navy aircraft from
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the aircraft carrier Essex, which arrived on the ni., hu

of 15 July, is shown in Figure .3. In addition, Cy i U

on the 15th, Task Force Alpha, one of the Ax my

contingents, was loaded on aircraft at airfieLds in

Gerr -nny, near Munich, and departed the next morning to

arrive at Adana on the morning of the 17th. By the

17th of July, Adana airfield was saturated with 147

aircraft. Worse yet, most of the combat aircraft and

about half their transport were still enroute.53

During the execution phase, air came under the

command and control of Commander Specified Command

Middle East (COMSPECOMME) who flew in from London. He

commanded the CASF through the Nineteenth Air Force

command element which had deployed from the United

States. Air missions flown were mass fly-bys, leaflet

drops, airlift, and reconnaissance. in addition,

aircraft were maintained on air defense alert.54

A number of lessons were learned during the three

phases. During phase one, notification time proved to

be a problem. The short notice request and the

security attached to the deployment notification added

to the delay of air arriving and the Marines laudin.

without air support. This showed the need for a

standard joint alerting system. 55
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Operational Events Air Activity
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Marines land =, TI sustitte squadronsSecure airport - 11i = aircraft fra ther aEssex arrive
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u Essex in theater of opns
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147 aircraft n gron-d lu - CASF arrivals
at Adana 71 15 fighters, 18 bobers,

y 23 airlift
=aruy TF closed

I = CAS arrivals
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Figure 3: Arrival of Airpower into Lebanon Theater
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During phase two, the movement of air forces

revealed some deficiencies. First, the tactical

elements began arriving before the command element. in

addition, it had been assumed that basing and

overfligh~t rights would be available when, and if, the

CASF deployed. However, this was riot the case and

flight routes had to be changed to meet these pouitic:al

constraints. Also, the single operating base at Adana

proved to be a bottleneck. This wp - only relieved by

the rescheduling of air-r,a, arrivals, the redeployment

of Task Force Alpha (Army contingent) to Beirut airport

once the airfield there had been secured, and the

cancellation of some units scheduled to deploy to

Lebanon. 57

A number of lessons were learned during the

employment phase, even though there was no "war." The

first lesson of this phase resulted directly from the

movement phase. It was the piecemeal arrival of

airpower into the theater of operations.58 Figure 2

has already s:hown that the aircraft arrived over a live

day period following the Marine landing. The command

element of Nineteenth Air Force did not depart until.

midnight on the 15th of July, 24 nours aiter

notification.9 Eleven Navy aircraft (seven attack and
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four fighters) arrived shortly after H--hour. By the

next morning the Essex had arrived and its aircraft

could supoort land operations in Lebanon. Only four

CASE aircraft were at Adana at this time.

Significantly, at the conclusion of the forty-eight

hour claimed response time of the CASF, only thirteen

Air Force aircraft were on the ground in the area ot

operations.60

On 17 July still no reconnaissance aircraft were

available. Yet there was a critical need for good

reconnaissance before the arrival of the Army assault

force.6i Also, the secrecy of the deployment

contributed to some of the sequencing problems when the

two squadron substitution was made. This caused two

additional problems that became evident in the

execution phase. First, the pilots of the two non-CASI

squadrons had not been sufficiently trained for this

type of mission. They were only partially trained in

the task of aerial refueling that wouid be required ior

the deployment. Second, although qualified in nuclear

weapons delivery, the pilots were not adequately

trained in the employment of conventional weapons. 62

Although these pilots were fully qualified in the

pr[mary nuuLear mission embodied in the concept of the
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CASF, that was not the situation that presented itself

in Lebanon. As a result of inadequate pilot traininF',

a large number of training missions were flown in

Turkey to improve crew readiness.63

In addition to inadequate training for the

mission, several of the units arrived with incomplete

flyaway kits which should have contained the necessary

sustainment items to keep the aircraft flying for

thirty days.64 This would add increased strain on the

resupply system to make up for the missing items.

Operational readiness rates would have been

significantly reduced if a major combat situation had

developed.

Another shortfall, and perhaps the one with the

most potential for disaster, was the single operating

base at Adana, Turkey for both Army and Air Porce

operations in the early days of the crisis. This

presented a vulnerable target, added to supply

shortages of critical items and added pressure to

secure Beruit airport early in order to relieve the

pze:ssure at Adana.bb

There were also some joint lessons learned between

the Air Force and the Navy. Throughoul the operai; on,

the Navy controlled all naval air which general lV
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supported the Marines. Likewise, the Air Forue air w-

controlled by the Air Force and primarily supported the

Army. Although "cross--tell ties" or liaisons were

established, coordination of missions was a problem

during the operation.66

Following all the analysis of the CASF's ability

to respond to crisis in another parr of the worid, it

is interesting to note what Major General VicceiiLo,

the Nineteenth Air Force c;ommander proposed as future

needs of the CASF. First, he saw the need to reduce

airlift requirements which would increase the mobilLty

of the CAO-F. Second, he envisioned a modern tanker

force to support the CASF deployment. Third, he

anticipated the developing technologies of vertioa

takeoff and landing (VTOL) and short takeoff and

landing (STOL) aircraft would greatly increase t ie

capabilities of the CASF to operate from austere

locaticon1s around the world. While these are

technological issues, the next two requir-ements woui d

have a more direct impact cAt the operatic-rial lev*i.

Generl VLccelliu saw the tneed iut lhe Ait ,ort Lu

p A ace t h t P1, oper e-Juj[rjaS i. _- (I i i ml e ve:r Sw kj-, 41 t rIL

wt , ,and h proposed IUr I ,i -,.yi Y de. L Led t u i L,

enie1 r thet: tenp oierttt ul th e
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~Iowever , the N a inete9en th Air iPjr'ce Ai id th- k '- C I

an inaependent response force, were nut to ,'arvive 1h,.:r;

the early 196Os. Following the Soviet launcri oi

Sputnik, UJ. L. mi L itary strai-egy was reftr)cuel on

strategic stability in the "missiLe age."b5L' 1 uciear

weapons were gradually delinked from the strategy for

Liriced war, and the need for a joint response ir.m

for contingencies was realized with the organiza;ion :I

StriKe Conuutnd.69 The new defense policy of "iexibie

r-esponse" emerged. There was s.till interest in simai I

ways, but, more in the line of wars of liberation ano

unctnvf nl;Lona]1 warfare fo-r which a nucear capabi- C.A i

was not needed.70

TODAY AND TOMORROW

Where ioreign policy is most in doubt,

strategy is least active.71

The basis around which the U.S. develops its

national strategy is the threat. Since World War Ii

the predominant threat to U.S. interests has been the

Sovfet Union. However, worid events have been chatvinv

our percept ions significantly over the past year 1-c the

potnL where W Lii, m Webster tof the Central Int ili igence
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Agency, testified before Congress that the Soviet Union

is no lon6er a threat to the U.S. 72; The dynamics

created by all the changes have led the President I.0

delaiy publication of this year's National S'ecurity

Strategy of the U.S. until a clearer picture of the

world situation emerges.73

With this framework shrouded in fog, the miiiL-jry

is trying to readjust. What is recognized as

increasingly important is the threat of regional

conflict as expressed by several of the unifieu.

commanders. General James J. Lindsay (USA), CommAner

of U.S. Special Gperations Command cites ... "a ne w

array of emerging national and regional power

groupings."74 Thirteen ongoing regional. conflicts

wLthin CENTCOM alone and the importance oi oil comilg

from that region may make this area Lhe most likely

area of conflict in the future.75 Reorienting iwlay

from the Soviet Union and toward regional conflict a-

the primary threat to U.S. interests will require a

change in policy. Current U.S. defense poli,cy -:alil-

for "... nations involved to provide ror their uwn

detense. .. " in military contingencies that do not.

involve the i oviet Union.76
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Tiie U.S. response to regional. confic(:t wi'Ll

predominately result from crises situations, Wj-iC4

places a much greater premium on contingency planning--

and the ability to execute "peacetirne" contiLngency

operations effectively. The practice of operatioi~ii

art in peacetime contingency operations will be

afiected by the greater influence politics wii play in

the planning, including the need to have cummunicatlcns.

directly to the highest national command level- a-- the

crisis progress_=es. in addition, military ojcie

will have to be chosen that ,.an satisfy strategic or

nperational. end states thus achieving political

objectives without combat. However force may be u -e(u

if necessary. Also, the need to accomplish the

objectives in minimum time will place incr&ea-Stz-

pre-isure on the military to respond quickly and

&:r I iC'i e ntlIY.

in August, 1988, Secretary of the Air Force,

Donald B. Rice, and Air Force Chief of Staff, Genteral

Larry D. Welch, tasked -the Air Staff to looR into

tutui e roul-s at the Air Force, primari ly Tacticai Ai

Gormiknnd, in contingency operations. 6 iven a 1 u-,urs

wCl ld Wi tLh Le-S ftorward deployed U. L3. force-s, rlie

s tLato:c objective ot the Special SEtudy Group Was to

page 27



... "craft Air Force units for likely contingency

ope rations.., in a constrained fiscal environment anid

evolving geopolitical changes."77

The study focused on the responsiveness of

tactical airpower in contingency operations and

ultimately proposed an Air Battle Force (ABF) as a

force structure improvement over the current Air Force

structure. The proposed ABF organization would offer a

"cohesive warfighting structure" capable of providing

counterair, interdiction, CAS, reconnaissance, C;3I,

refueling, airlift, and space assets for use in a

contingency operation. 78

The unit would have about 100 tactical aircraft to

provide the traditional tactical air missions. Support

aircraft would augment the unit upon deployment to

provide C31, refueling, and airlift. One of these

notional units could be stationed on the east coast of

the United States and a second in Alaska to cover

worldwide U.S. commitments.79 A unique aspect of Lne

ABF is that the primary aircraft and sustainment would

be integrated into the same. organization. Depioyment

size would be based on the situation and could runSe

from a "package" as small as ten aircraft to the tntire

ABF in pre-planned increments. 80
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inl developing the ABF concept, the study group

concentrated its analysis on -the deployabiiity and

organization needed by air-power to better respond to

worldwide contingency operations.81 in the area of

deployability, the group identified several problenms

with the current system. Two of these problems result

from the fac<t that the aircraft in a "force package"

generated for applying airpower in a contingency

operation come from many different locations. For

example, in a typical Southwest Asia scenario, aircraft

and support assets may come from nine different

locations. The first problem this creates is a complex

process for building a tailored package for each

contingency requiring much detailed coordination. This

ledds to difficulties coordinating the movement because

the package is not sourced from a single location.

Another problem with deployability under the current

system is that there is not much opportunity for

deployment training even though units have a

requirement to practice deployment annually. The final

problem is that current deployments are planned for

"peacetime quality of life in combat situations." 6-] As

an example, the air package in support of the 'T3uthwe.t

Asia scenario mentioned earlier would take 27,] (, 141-
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to deploy under current guidance (See figure 4).3

Most of these sorties are for support equipment.

However, by changing the guidance and deploying with

the minimum essential items for a fifteen day operation

instead of -thirty days, the total number of C-141

sorties necessary could be reduced by more that halit.C4

The other area of analysis for the study group was

organization. Beginning with the fact that U.S. force

design has been shaped based upon the Soviet threat in

a central European scenario since World War 1 i, the

group looked at what force design could alleviate sone

of the deficiencies of the current structure.85 in

addition, the following contributing deficiencies in

conducting contingency operations were noted: Units

with unique capabilities are separated from those they

support; centralized planning Ls required to make the

system work; there is no single person responsible ,r

planning and deploying a contingency force; and

elements of the "package" will probably fight together

for the first time without the benefit of firt..

training together.86 The ABF offers an aLt~rnat.ive

force structure that alleviatts these organizational

def iciencles.
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AI RL IFT REQU IREMENT S

Aircraft
8 F-15

18 F-16
8 F-111
6 F-4G

148 4 RF-4
135 2 EC-31z26 I 2 C-130

4 KC-1I
lee8 2 RC-135

61" I4343

4 I 29 29 3631
0, 29

Base Cobat C3 Aviation Iunitions
Facilities Support

Current Bare Base Hinimm Essential

Figure 4: Deployments 7
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ANALYSfS

From the perspective of the 1950s concept of a

Composite Air Strike Force to the ABF conc--pt, the Air

Force would like to offer a "force of choice" for the

National Command Authority (NCA) in response to

contingency operations. This is true even though

airpower would almost always be part of a joint

response. it is important to offer the NCA and theater

commander the greatest latitude by assessing the

capabilities of the ABF against the four criteria oL

deployability, supportability, flexibility, and command

and control.

The critical element of deployability for a lorce

in a crisis situation is response time. The time it

takes to deploy into a theater of operation wilt even

influen-.e the type of force, including service specitic

forces, which are chosen. An ABF would have a

deployment time similar to that of current USAF units.

It is expected that an ABF package consisting of

approxinately thirty-five aircraft would have bomb rin

target forty-eight hours plus transit time irom

notification.88 Transit time is flight time from home

station of the ABF in the United States to the area oi

o pera t .ons. The entire ABF of apprr)ximately ui nety-six
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aircraft could be completely deployed and ready l

missions ninety-six hours plus transit time Irom

notification. 69

Althougn response time has not signiticantiy

changed, the actual movement would be much smoother

with most resources coming from one location. Much

less movement coordination would be required to make

the deployment happen and the "package" for both

aircraft and support could be drawn from one of several

preplanned deployment configurations based on the

situation and response deemed appropriate by the. NCA.

One of the major shortfalls in deployability

during any projection of airpower into a remote theateT

is still present with the ABF concept. This shortfall

is the limited ability of many areas to receive mode-n

£i~hter aircraft because of inadequate airfields.

Possible deployment locations are severely limited by

the need for sufficient runway length to operate

fighter aircraft (6,000 feet minimum), and the need fot

adequate ramp space for unloading cargo aircraft.90

S3imilar tD the situation in Lebanon in 1953, most, land

based air support for an operation could nave to

operate from a single airfield. The congestion and

security problems this creates may pose an unacceptAb _
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r is k. Operating from more secure bases located iarTniex

away from the crisis area may be tecess-ary. Howeve-_r,

basing and overflight rights may be a requirement 1cor

operations from these locatiins. n addition, aeril

refueling would likely be required, but this reduces

the number of sorties per day each aircraft can fly and

increases the aircraft and support requirements for the

operation. The nature of the theater may allow fur

better airpower projection from Navy carriers.

The benefit to deployability that is gained by

reducing the size of the initial support sent wit h the

deploying force may be offset by sustainmient problemsta

created if the contingency lasts longer than expecteu.

The off-the-shelf support "packages" integral to the

At3F would locus initial sustainability on short

diita t ion upei-at ions only. Going "light" would re-quire%

follow-up with additional support if the duratiOnL or

the operation increased. Sixty days was proposed i!= dSa

cutoff for initial pianning.91 This would also be ls

than the ninety-day li mit on the Plresident lor

coimnitmerit ol U. S. forces. without C011gresi aria!

apprava i.

In or der to snus ta in such an organiz.-ation, trie AI*

hoiwe -nt.ait[on supprjt t organization wuuId bi--
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signif icantly larger than the current Air Forct- win

organization. Most of this increase in size would ue

due to the maintenance requirements of A unit (-ompo;s ed

of several diierent types of aircraft. flowever, there

is increasing commonality of parts in newer Air Forc-e

fighter aircraft so overall sustainment requirements

could be lowered. For example, the F-iSC/D, F-lbE, and

F--16 ise a common engine and most of the air/,grounri

support equipment is the same. in addition,

sustainment in some areas could be augmentea by host

nation support (HSN). This would require updating

current site surveys into possible deployment areas.

Some items could be prestocked, but for the most part,

support assets would have to deploy with the unit.

Flexibility is "the ability to perform a variety

of actions, to produce a wide range oi eflects and

influences, and to adapt to changing (-ircumstanct-- and

e-nvjronments."92 This characteristic of airpower acds

a v Luablte capability to the commander for achieving

operational objectives in a contingency. Again, the

objeHtive may not involve combat, and the total

flexibility oflered by an ABF is more than just

tLexibility in combat. It al,.so offers ilexibi].itV in

planning. DetaiCd initial planning, usually joint,
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combined with flexibility in an operation helps produce

the synchronization needed for success throughout the

operat ion. 93

The ABF flexibility begins with its force design

and composition. The force "package" of the ABF would

contain aircraft capable of performing all of the

tactical air missions needed by the theater commander.

These include counterair, air interdiction, close air

support, airlift, and reconnaissance. in addition

specialized tasks such as aerial refueling, electronic

combat, and warning, command, control, and

communications would be performed by aircraft integral

to the ABF.

However, one of the inherent detriments to

flexibility for airpower is still present with the ABF.

That is the large "tail" required to support modern

aircraft. It presents a lucrative target that must be

secured with ground forces and air defense systems, arid

these are very difficult to relocate. Here, again, sea

based airpower may offer more flexibility depending on

the theater.

In general, American expeditions (contingernl-

pfariat Lins) succeed or fail baied upon mas:s,

flexibility, and especially comrmand and

contr-1.. 94
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The A13F would facilitate more effective coiuninnd

and control of airpower by the joint force or theater

commander. The command element that deploys with the

force would be the expert on employment of the Ai.3. He

would function as the Joint Force Air Component

Commander (JFACC) or as an advisor in a theater where

someone else was JFACC.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Air Force force structure for projectiin

landbased tactical airpower into crises situaticjn, his

changed from its early design under the Composite Air

Strike Force concept. The CASF deployment to Lebanon

in L958 proved the concept of worldwide deployability

of tactical aircraft, but several problems surfacea.

Proficiency of aircrews, deployment coordination,

timely arrival of aircraft, overflight rights, and

suitability of airfields in the conflict area are a ftew

of these problems.

Today, U.S. response to crisis situations around

the wor].d may well include a higher probability of

using military force than in the past. With tne

changing nature of the threat to U.S. national ecii'itvy
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interests, a wide variety of responses must De

available to the NCA. Airpower continues to offer a

force with great capabilities to respond to contingency

operations around the world in a relatively short

amount of time.

The Air Force is reexamining the force structure

for a contingency response force. The notional Air

Battle Force has been proposed as an enhancement to

current capabilities. As an organization that can

provide single-source "packages" of both aircraft and

sustainment for contingency operations, the ABE would

increase operational capabilities. Deployability is

increased by reducing the lift requirements,

eliminating much of the required coordination, and

ensuring a well trained force is -conducting the

operation. The "iorce packaging" idea wouid incrtase

flexibility by offering a number of unit size and

sustainment options to the operational level comnwancer.

in addition, the single unLt concept enhances command

and control and makes a single individual responsible

for oianning, training, and employment of the force.

Unfortunately, the ABF concept still has a major

deficiency that was identified during the CAF era.

Ihis is the requirement for a major airiield from which
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to operate modern Air Force tacticai aii-craft. Thi

requirement will limit the full capabilities oi the ADF

and point to the use of Navy and Marine air as the

primary means of projecting airpower into some

theaters.

The Air Force needs to conduct more detailed study

of the ABF concept. A proposal to establi.sh a simi

unit consisting oi the different tactical aircraft

proposed for the ABF and evaluating the aircrews and

unit at a Red Flag training exercise in Nevac~a iS a

step in the right direction.95 in addition, the AE5I7

needs an aircraft with short or vertical takeoff and

landing capability. This implys either procurement oL

this capability in the Air Force or making the ALiF

joint with the Marines.
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